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Foreword

One of the essential aims of the International Council on Mon-
uments and Sites, which considers the Venice Charter as its
foundation stone, is, according to the statutes, to “encourage the
adoption and implementation of international recommendations
concerning monuments, groups of buildings and sites”. There-
fore, the first volume of the series “*Monuments and Sites” is
dedicated to the international charters and guidelines on conser-
vation of monuments and sites.

The first edition of Monuments and Sites no. I was already out
of print after two years and there has been a great number of ad-
vance reservations from all over the world. Therefore, I am very
glad that thanks to the funds provided to ICOMOS Germany by
the Federal Government Commissioner for Culture and the Me-
dia as well as by the Messerschmitt Foundation we have been
able to publish this second edition on the occasion of the scien-
tific conference “The Venice Charter 1964-2004-2044?" (Bu-
dapest/Pécs, 22-28 May 2004), organized by ICOMOS Hun-
gary. Once again | have to thank John Ziesemer and Gaia
Jungeblodt for collecting the relevant new material as well as
helping with the translations. Furthermore, I wish to thank the
National Committee of [COMOS Spain for providing us with

Préface

Lun des buts essentiels du Conseil International des Monu-
ments et des Sites, qui pose la charte de Venise comme I"élément
de base a4 sa fondation, est selon les statuts «d’encourager
I’adoption et la mise en oeuvre de recommandations interna-
tionales concernant les monuments, ensembles et sites». Par
conséquent, le premier volume de la série Monuments et Sites
est consacré aux chartes internationales et aux directives sur la
conservation des monuments et des sites.

Aprés deux années, la premiére édition du numéro 1 de Monu-
ments et Sites est déja épuisée et il y a eu un grand nombre de
pré-réservations a travers le monde. Je suis donc trés heureux
que nous puissions publier, grice aux fonds alloués par la
Déléguée du Gouvernement Fédéral 4 la Culture et aux Médias
ainsi que par la Fondation Messerschmitt 4 I'ICOMOS Alle-
magne, cette seconde édition & I’occasion de la conférence sci-
entifique «La Charte de Venise 1964-2004-2044?» (Buda-
pest/Pécs, 22-28 mai 2004) organisée par I'lCOMOS Hongrie.
Une fois de plus, je remercie John Ziesemer et Gaia Jungeblodt
qui ont rassemblé de nouveaux documents pertinents et qui ont
aidé aux traductions. De plus, je tiens a remercier au Comité Na-
tional de 'ICOMOS Espagne qui nous a fourni quelques tra-
ductions, A part de deux nouvelles directives adoptées par I’ As-

some Spanish translations. Apart from two new principles
adopted in 2003 by the General Assembly in Victoria Falls the
second edition is a reprint of the first edition restricted mostly to
charters and guidelines which were prepared by ICOMOS and
its committees.

Of course, there will be further charters and new guidelines in
the future, so that at a certain time a revised edition of this pub-
lication will again become necessary which will also give the
opportunity to correct possible mistakes and add other interna-
tional conservation papers. Within the framework of ICOMOS
publications (see also attachment p. 179) looked after by our edi-
torial board the series ,,Monuments and Sites* will not only fo-
cus on the results of ICOMOS conferences and symposia and on
special issues of our international scientific committees, but will
also make important contributions to the field of monuments
and sites on the UNESCO World Heritage list, thus underlining
ICOMOS’ role as advisory body of UNESCO. Apart from
that this series should, of course, reflect the huge diversity of
tasks concerning the protection and preservation of our cultural
heritage.

Michael Petzet

semblée Générale a Victoria Falls (2003), la deuxiéme édition
est une réimpression de la premiére, limitée a la plupart des
chartes et directives qui ont été préparées par I'ICOMOS et ses
Comiteés.

Bien siir, il y aura d’autres Chartes et de nouvelles directives
dans le futur, si bien que dans un futur certain, une édition
révisée de cette publication sera a nouveau nécessaire, ce qui
permettra de corriger des erreurs éventuelles et d’ajouter
d’autres documents sur la conservation internationale. Au sein
du réseau des publications de I"'ICOMOS (voir également |’an-
nexe p. 179) supervisé par notre Comité éditorial, la série Monu-
ments et Sites ne se consacrera pas seulement aux résultats des
conférences et des symposiums de 'ICOMOS et aux thémes
spéciales de nos Comités Scientifiques Internationaux, mais
fera également d’importantes contributions dans le domaine des
monuments et des sites de la Liste du Patrimoine mondial de
I"UNESCO, pour souligner le réle de I'ICOMOS en tant qu’or-
ganisation consultative de 'UNESCO. En dehors de tout cela,
cette série, bien shr, reflétera I'immense diversité des tiches
concernant la protection et la préservation de notre patrimoine
culturel.

Michael Petzet



Prefacio

Uno de los objetivos principales del Consejo Internacional de
Monumentos y Sitios, el cual considera a la Carta de Venecia co-
mo su piedra angular, es, de acuerdo a los estatutos mismos, “fo-
mentar la adopcion e implementacion de las recomendaciones
internacionales con relacion a los monumentos, conjuntos de
edificios y sitios”. Por lo tanto, el primer volumen de la serie
“Monumentos y Sitios™ esta dedicado a las cartas internacio-
nales y a los lineamientos concernientes a la conservacion de
monumentos y sitios.

Despues de dos afios, la primera edicion del primer volumen de
“Monumentos y Sitios” ya estaba agotada y hemos recibido una
gran cantidad de reservaciones por adelantado de todo el mundo.
Por consiguiente, me da un enorme gusto que, gracias a los fon-
dos proporcionados a [COMOS Alemania por la Delegada del
Gobierno Federal para la Cultura y los Medios asi como por la
Fundacion Messerschmitt, hayamos podido publicar esta segun-
da edicion con motivo de la conferencia cientifica “La Carta de
Venecia 1964-2004-20447" (Budapest/Pécs, 22 a 28 de Mayo,
2004), organizada por ICOMOS Hungria. Una vez mas debo
agradecer a John Ziesemer y a Gaia Jungeblodt por reunir el nue-
vo material relevante asi como por su ayuda en las traducciones.
También quisiera agradecer al Comité Nacional Espariol por al-

gunas traducciones. Aparte de dos lineamientos adoptados en
I’ Asamblea General en Victoria Falls (2003), la segunda edicién
es una reimpresion de la primera edicion, pero se limita a las car-
tas y lineamientos preparados por ICOMOS y por sus comités.
Por supuesto, en el futuro contaremos con mas cartas y nue-
vos lineamientos, de manera que en un momento dado sera de
nuevo necesaria una edicion revisada de esta publicacion, lo cual
también nos brindara la oportunidad de corregir errores y agre-
gar otros documentos internacionales sobre conservacion. Den-
tro del marco de las publicaciones de ICOMOS (ver también
anexo p. 179) a las cuales recurrié nuestro consejo editorial, la
serie “Monumentos y Sitios” se concentrara no solamente en los
resultados de las conferencias y los simposiums de ICOMOS y
en temas especiales de nuestros comités cientificos internacio-
nales, sino que también contribuira de manera importante al te-
ma de los monumentos y sitios inscritos en la Lista del Patrimo-
nio mundial de la UNESCO, enfatizando, por lo tanto, el papel
de ICOMOS como érgano consultivo de la UNESCO. Por otro
lado, esta serie debe, por supuesto, reflejar la gran diversidad de
las tareas relacionadas con la proteccion y la conservacion de
nuestro patrimonio cultural.
Michael Petzet



Michael Petzet

PRINCIPLES OF PRESERVATION

An Introduction to the International Charters for Conservation and Restoration 40 Years after the Venice Charter

The Venice Charter, the International Charter for the Conserva-
tion and Restoration of Monuments and Sites (1964), phrased 40
years ago by the 2nd International Congress of Architects and
Technicians of Historic Monuments, was also the foundation
stone of ICOMOS since the resolution to found an International
Council of Monuments and Sites was adopted in Venice at the
same time as the Charter: the fundamental “resolution concern-
ing the creation of an international non-governmental organiza-
tion for monuments and sites”, whose General Constituent As-
semble was held a year later in Cracow. In his preface to the
publication of the congress papers Piero Gazzola, first President
of ICOMOS, later rightly underlined this close connection: The
results of the meeting are momentous. We need only recall the
creation of the International Council of Monuments and Sites —
ICOMOS — the institution which constitutes the court of highest
appeal in the area of the restoration of monuments, and of the
conservation of ancient historical centers, of the landscape and
in general of places of artistic and historical importance. That
organization must supervise the creation of specialized person-
nel, its recruitment and advancement. It must oversee the use of
international exchanges and in addition concern itself with the
creation of local international committees that are capable of
counseling international organizations (UNESCO, the Council
of Europe, etc.). ... With the creation of ICOMOS a gap lament-
ed by every nation has been closed and a need which had been
felt by every local organization concerned with conservation

satisfied. But above all, it is to be recognized that the most im-
portant positive result by far of this assembly has been the for-
mulation of the international code for restoration: not simply a
cultural episode but a text of historical importance. In fact, it
constitutes an obligation which no one will be able to ignore, the
spirit of which all experts will have to keep if they do not want
to be considered cultural outlaws. The concerns thus codified
constitute for everyone today an unassailable document the va-
lidity of which will be affirmed more and more as time passes,
thereby uniting the name of Venice forever with this historic
event, In fact, from now on, the Charter of Venice will be in all
the world the official code in the field of the conservation of cul-
tural properties.

With his words about the Venice Charter, the foundation docu-
ment of ICOMOS, Piero Gazzola, who demanded high stan-
dards of the work of ICOMOS, standards of which we should
stay aware in the future, was right. This Charter, to which in lat-
er years other Charters and Principles adopted by the General
Assemblies of ICOMOS have referred, is admittedly in some re-
spects a historical document typical of the time of its creation
(cf. p. 28) and needs to be newly interpreted time and again.
However, it is and remains an irreplaceable instrument for our
work on the international level, and attempts to write a “new
Charter of Venice” — one example being the Cracow Charter of
2000 — make little sense.

I. MONUMENTS AND SITES IN THE FULL RICHNESS OF THEIR AUTHENTICITY

Imbued with a message of the past, the historic monuments of
generations of people remain to the present day as living wit-
nesses of their age-old traditions. People are becoming more
and more conscious of the unity of human values and regard an-
cient monuments as a common heritage. The common responsi-
bility to safeguard them for future generations is recognized. It
is our duty to hand them on in the full richness of their authen-
ticity. These are the first words of the introduction of the Venice
Charter, which however did not further define the authentic
monument values to be safeguarded for future generations. This
was the task of the Nara conference (1994): The Nara Document
on Authenticity is conceived in the spirit of the Charter of Venice
and builds on it and extends it in response to the expanding
scope of cultural heritage concerns and interests in our contem-
porary world (preamble of the Nara Document, cf. p. 118). The
Nara Document, one of the most important papers of modern
conservation theory, tried to define the “test of authenticity in
design material and workmanship” developed for the imple-
mentation of the World Heritage Convention of 1972 (cf. p. 49)

as broadly as possible so that according to the decisive article 13
it explicitly also included the immaterial values of cultural her-
itage: Depending on the nature of the cultural heritage, its cul-
tural context and its evolution through time authenticity judge-
ments may be linked to the worth of a great variety of sources
of information. Aspects of the sources may include form and
design, materials and substance, use and function, traditions
and techniques, location and setting, and spirit and feeling, and
other internal and external factors.

Many of the factors named here are, however, already implied
in the Venice Charter, e.g. authentic location and setting in arti-
cle 6: The conservation of a monument implies preserving a set-
ting which is not out of scale. Wherever the traditional setting
exists, it must be kept. No new construction, demolition or mod-
ification which would alter the relations of mass and color must
be allowed. Also in article 7: A monument is inseparable from
the history to which it bears witness and from the setting in
which it occurs. A further prerequisite for the preservation of
monuments concerns use and function, about which article 5 of
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the charter states: The conservation of monuments is always fa-
cilitated by making use of them for some socially useful purpose.
Such use is therefore desirable but it must not change the lay-out
or decoration of the building. It is within these limits only that
modifications demanded by a change of function should be en-
visaged and may be permitted. This article 5 refers to the limits
that must be placed on modifications necessary for the use of a
monument, limits which must be emphasized because of a ten-
dency in modern management toward “use fetishism” (*a mon-
ument without a use is lost”). Without going into more detail
concerning the very important basic issue of use as a general
prerequisite for the preservation of certain categories of monu-
ments, we need only point out here that under the “useful func-
tion” of a monument we can understand not only its actual use,
whatever that may be, but also its cultural statements, such as
the aesthetic statement of an *“art monument” or the historical
statement of a “historic monument” (for example the function
of a historic building as a spatial and historical *“point of orien-
tation”).

But the Charter of Venice focuses not only on setting and
function, but also on form, material and techniques of produc-
tion, on authentic monuments and sites as a whole - monuments
“in the full richness of their authenticity”. A prime concern of
the Charter is the preservation and conservation of the authentic
fabric. The “originalness™ of a monument does not, however, re-
fer only to its earliest appearance but rather encompasses later
alterations: The valid contributions of all periods....must be re-
spected (article 11, cf. also p. 11). The Charter also emphasizes
the indissoluble connections among all the parts of a monument
and between the monument and its decorative features, which
should no more be torn out of their context: ltems of sculpture,
painting or decoration which form an integral part of a monu-
ment may only be removed from it if this is the sole means of en-
suring their preservation (article 8).

In any case modern preservation practice, understood as a
conscious safeguarding of evidence, has to be able to justify re-
sponsibility for the loss of certain historic layers in some cir-
cumstances or be able to tolerate losses at times for the sake of
the continued guarantee of a monument’s function. Only as a
discipline operating scientifically will preservation be able to
master the issues involved in weighing gains against losses, to
surmount the problems that every work decision presents. The
conservation and restoration of monuments must have recourse
to all the sciences and techniques which can contribute to the
study and safeguarding of the architectural heritage, asserts ar-
ticle 2 of the Venice Charter. So today the scientific aspect of
preservation practice is a self-evident and generally accepted re-
quirement. This is also true for the documentation that is neces-
sary to prepare, accompany and conclude every individual pro-
ject that is carried out according to the methods and principles
described in the following chapters. The Venice Charter closes
along these lines with article 16, which is in fact self-evident for
the scientific-based discipline of preservation but for various
reasons is often badly neglected in practice: In all works of pres-
ervation, restoration or excavation, there should always be pre-
cise documentation in the form of analytical and critical reports,
illustrated with drawings and photographs. Every stage of the
work of clearing, consolidation, rearrangement and integration,
as well as technical and formal features identified during the

course of the work, should be included. This record should be
placed in the archives of a public institution and made available
to research workers. It is recommended that the report should be
published. Some of these reflections were already pre-formulat-
ed in the forerunner of the Venice Charter, the Charter of Athens
(Ve “values of international documentation™, cf. p. 31).

Of utmost importance for the international role of the Charter
of Venice as an “official code in the field of conservation™
(cf. quotation p. 7) was finally that in article 1 it defined
the monument concept, which was based on European tradi-
tions, very broadly: The concept of a historic monument em-
braces not only the single architectural work but also the urban
or rural setting in which is found the evidence of a particular
civilization, a significant development or a historic event. This
applies not only to great works of art but also to more modest
works of the past which have acquired significance with the
passing of time.

If the Charter of Venice defines a monument concept that al-
so includes “modest works of the past”, at the time when it was
adopted it probably had those monuments and sites in mind,
which a few years later, in 1972, the World Heritage Convention
defined as “cultural heritage”, however with reference to monu-
ments of all kinds, not necessarily with the “outstanding value”
demanded by the Convention:

— monuments: architectural works, works of monumental
sculpture and painting, elements or structures of an archaeo-
logical nature, inscriptions, cave dwellings and combinations
of features, which are of outstanding universal value from the
point of view of history, art or science,

— groups of buildings: groups of separate or connected build-
ings which, because of their architecture, their homogeneity
or their place in the landscape, are of outstanding universal
value from the point of view of history, art or science,

— sites: works of man or the combined works of nature and man,
and areas including archaeological sites which are of out-
standing universal value from the historical, aesthetic, ethno-
logical or anthropological point of view.

Of course, it goes without saying that in the decades since the
Venice Charter was passed the idea of how modern society de-
fines “cultural heritage” has grown considerably, if we only
think of the categories of “cultural landscapes™ and “cultural
routes” further developed within the framework of the imple-
mentation of the World Heritage Convention, or of the growing
interest in rural settlements and vernacular architecture, in the
heritage of the industrial age or in “*modern” heritage, taking in-
to account that the 20th century has also become history. But
even such categories of cultural heritage are compatible with the
Charter of Venice, if in accordance with cultural diversity one
understands the terms “monuments” and “sites” in all their for-
mations. If “everything which reminds us of something” can be
a “monument” according to the definition in a late classical
commentary on Cicero (omnia monumenta sunt quae faciunt
alicuius rei recordationem) the public interest in protection and
conservation of “objects of remembrance” can be very compre-
hensive and range from the authentic spirit of a holy place, pos-
sibly only tangible in weak traces, to witnesses of the past made
of seemingly indestructible material.
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II. PRINCIPLES OF CONSERVATION, RESTORATION, RENOVATION AND REPLACEMENT

Already the Athens Charter for the Restoration of Historic Mon-
uments (see pp. 31-32) distinguishes between restoration and
conservation in the narrow sense (cf. the technique of conserva-
tion in the case of ruins, quoted p. 32), both of which are then
named in the title of the Venice Charter — International Charter
for the Conservation and Restoration of Monuments and Sites —
and used for the subheadings of the corresponding articles, con-
servation above articles 4 to 8, restoration above articles 9 to 13.
Although nowadays conservation/restoration is also used in gen-
eral for all kinds of measures for the preservation of monuments
and sites — that is preservation or conservation/restoration in
general — it remains necessary and useful for the understanding
of our international charters to differentiate between conserva-
tion and restoration in the narrow sense. The term “conserva-
tion/restoration” which in the meantime is frequently used in pa-
pers for the work of restorers (for instance in our new Principles
for the Conservation of Mural Paintings, see pp. 162-164 ff.) on-
ly emphasizes the often indissoluble connection between these
methods of preservation, both of which cover preservation mea-
sures of very different types, from conservation of prehistoric
traces to conservation and restoration of the exterior or interior
of historic buildings, including all works of art, fittings and
movable objects.

In the history of preservation especially the term restoration
has been differently defined. If for some “puristic” colleagues
the term “restoration” still arouses negative associations, it has
to do with the still existing consequences of the battle fought
around 1900 against the restoration methods of the 19th century
focusing more or less on reconstructions, for which Viollet-le-
Duc’s famous definition of “restoration™ (see p. 28) may serve
as a representative. Against this background not only such a fa-
mous catchphrase as Georg Dehio’s “conserve, do not restore™
must be understood, but also the highly restrictive position of the
Venice Charter when it comes to replacements or even recon-
structions. The latter becomes particularly clear in the French
version of article 9: La restauration est une opération qui doit
garder un caractére exceptionnel (!) (whereas in the English
version it only says: The process of restoration is a highly spe-
cialized operation). It is also characteristic that in this context
the term *“reconstruction” is only used in article 15 of the Venice
Charter. on the issue of excavations (see p. 24), while the term
“renovation” is avoided altogether, although despite negative
experiences with the restoration methods of the 19th century the
20th century also very often not only conserved and restored, but
in fact renovated and reconstructed.

Under these circumstances in modern specialized literature
these terms are often used without differentiation — restoration
as a general term for restoration and conservation, renovation in-
stead of restoration or the other way around — not to mention the
fact that in some countries the term “reconstruction” is used in-
stead of restoration or renovation regardless of whether a struc-
ture is in fact being reconstructed, restored, renovated or merely
conserved. Overlapping with one another in practice, the preser-
vation methods used in conservation, restoration and renovation
must therefore be precisely understood, also because unfortu-
nately the basic goal of all preservation work frequently disap-

pears — as if behind a wall of fog — behind justifying, undifferen-
tiated catchwords for a successful “restoration” or “renovation”
which in fact cover up all manner of work — and in extreme cas-
es even destruction of the original. To repeat once again: Every
preservation measure — whether conserving, restoring or reno-
vating — should serve the preservation of the monument and its
historic fabric; in other words, serve the preservation of the orig-
inal in the form in which it has come down to us, with its vari-
ous layers and with its outstanding as well as its seemingly sec-
ondary or insignificant components. Under the heading “Aim”
article 3 of the Venice Charter summarizes briefly this self-evi-
dent prerequisite of every preservation concept: The intention in
conserving and restoring monuments is to safeguard them no
less as works of art than as historical evidence.

From this basic objective it becomes clear that in certain
cases only conservation in the narrow sense is acceptable;
restoration or renovation would be possible or desirable on-
ly under certain preconditions, or perhaps must be strictly
rejected.

In connection with the method of renovation which goes far
beyond restoration the traditional preservation methods of con-
servation and restoration will in the following therefore not be
described without explicit reference to the dangers of restoration
and especially renovation, still existing 40 years after the Venice
Charter. Also at the beginning of the 21st century these terms
can describe a wide spectrum of measures in accordance with
the modern understanding of monuments and sites, whereas for-
merly the terms conservation, restoration and renovation were
used primarily in connection with works of painting and sculp-
ture or in the context of “art monuments™ in the field of “classi-
cal” preservation. In the following conservation will only be
used in the narrow sense, not as conservation in general.

Conservation

To conserve (conservare) means to keep, to preserve. Thus
the basic attitude of preservation comes most purely to expres-
sion in conservation: to conserve is the supreme preservation
principle. Together with stabilization and safeguarding meas-
ures, conservation work that protects the fabric of a monument
and prevents its further loss should therefore have absolute pri-
ority over all other measures. Unfortunately this principle can-
not be taken for granted because often parts of a monument are
renovated or even reconstructed at great cost while other com-
ponents of the same building continue to deteriorate without ur-
gently necessary conservation work.

All those measures that serve the preservation of the fabric of
a monument are to be counted as conservation work. Conserva-
tion includes, for example, consolidation of the historic fabric of
a monument: impregnation of a stone sculpture, injections in the
cavities behind a layer of plaster, securing a layer of peeling pig-
ment on a painting or a polychrome sculpture, strengthening a
picture support, etc. For a historic building conservation in-
cludes all measures that prevent further decay and preserve the
historic fabric. This can encompass structural strengthening
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with appropriate auxiliary constructions, or the replacement and
completion of components insofar as this prevents their further
deterioration. In this sense the constant replacement of damaged
stones by the cathedral stonemason workshops is a borderline
case between conservation and restoration. Moreover, in addi-
tion to traditional techniques available modern technology must
also be used in conservation in certain circumstances to save his-
toric fabric. Special reference to this is made in article 10 of the
Venice Charter: Where traditional techniques prove inadequate,
the consolidation of a monument can be achieved by the use of
any modern technique for conservation and construction, the ef-
ficacy of which has been shown by scientific data and proved by
experience. Caution with regard to methods that are not suffi-
ciently proven or tested is always in order, unless the monument
in question cannot be saved by any other means. In some cases
— involving, for instance, full impregnation with acrylic resins of
a stone figure that is not to be saved any other way — the princi-
ple of reversibility must also be disregarded in conservation.

Repair measures that go beyond a mere safeguarding of the ex-
isting fabric are no longer within the scope of conservation work;
for instance the completion of a gap, be it a crack in a painting or
a break in a city wall, is not conservation work unless such fill-
ins are necessary for the techniques used in safeguarding. In con-
trast, the removal of fabric that endangers a monument can be
considered an important conservation measure. This sometimes
includes the removal of intruding alterations from modern times,
to the extent that they actually endanger historic fabric (for in-
stance removal of an installation that causes structural damage or
of new plastering that contains cement).

The ruin, especially the castle ruin, which played a central role
in the preservation debates at the turn of the 19th century, offers
a perfect illustration for conservation to which the Athens Char-
ter already refers: In the case of ruins, scrupulous conservation
is necessary... Here the monument value also derives from the
fragmentary, ruinous state that reminds us of the past, making
history present through the “scars of time”. Maneuvering be-
tween the idea of reconstruction, which crops up sometimes
even today, and the occasionally advocated idea of letting the
ruin “perish in beauty” (the latter being an understandable reac-
tion to destruction of the actual historic monument as usually
results from the former), the conservation plan must seek the
correct path for each individual case: for instance stabilization
of the walls — but only stabilization, without falsification of
the character of the ruin through unnecessary additions. Even
the removal of plant growth, seemingly self-evident as an initial
conservation measure, must be carefully considered; although
the growth endangers the fabric it contributes very critically
to the “picturesque” character of the monument. In cases of
definitive, otherwise inevitable ruin of an important building
component — such as the fresco fragments in the remains of a
castle chapel — a roofing-over can be an unavoidable conser-
vation measure, even if it actually contradicts the nature of the
ruin, [n this context we can understand the covering over care-
fully conserved wall remnants and the paved floor of a Roman
bath, which would be completely destroyed within a few years
without a protective roof. In the case of castle ruins, certain wall
remnants and findings are and will remain best conserved under
the earth, better preserved than if they are subjected to the ama-
teur excavations that unfortunately are so popular at such sites
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and that, without supervision, only irrevocably destroy their
findings.

As not only the example of the ruin makes clear, to conserve
means to preserve the monument even in a fragmentary state:
the fragments of a fresco, a sculpture, a vase or an epitaph are all
objects whose historic state should not be “falsified” through
additions in the sense of a restoration or renovation.

In other words, for certain categories of monuments con-
servation is the first and only measure! It is obvious for sev-
eral reasons that this particularly applies to monuments that are
to be seen in a museum-like context. In contrast an inhabited old
town cannot be preserved as a historic district using conserva-
tion measures exclusively. The “use-value™ of many types of
monuments demands repair or careful rehabilitation that goes
beyond conservation work and thus also involves additional
preservation methods which certainly include restoration and
perhaps also renovation work. However, conservation always is
and will remain the starting point for all deliberations in the field
of preservation.

Restoration

To restore (restaurare) means to re-establish; in the following
it is not to be defined as a term meaning major preservation
work in general, as is often customary, but rather as a measure
that is to be differentiated from conservation and safeguarding
as well as from renovation. The Venice Charter says the aim of
restoration is to preserve and reveal the aesthetic and historic
value of the monument and is based on respect for original ma-
terial and authentic documents. Thus it should go beyond mere-
ly “preserving”, or conserving a monument to “reveal” aesthet-
ic and historic values; or in other words to accentuate values of
a monument that are hidden (for whatever reason), disfigured or
impaired: that means to “re-establish” them. Whereas conserva-
tion of the existing fabric of a monument only attempts, as far as
is necessary, to stabilize individual areas technically and to elim-
inate sources of danger that directly threaten the fabric, restora-
tion is concerned with the overall appearance of the monument
as historical and artistic evidence.

Following upon the stabilization and conservation of the orig-
inal fabric, a restoration adds new elements, without reducing
the original fabric. Because a gap in a painting, for instance, can
severely impair the overall aesthetic effect, far beyond the very
restricted area of the actual damage (which may itself be rela-
tively minor), an effort is made to close the gap by means of re-
touching. The many possibilities for restoration, which must be
carefully weighed in each individual case, range here from a
neutral “adjustment” in a painting to a detailed replacement of
missing elements, as would be undertaken for gaps in decorative
plasterwork or for certain architectural sculpture. The bay that
has collapsed because of structural damage in an otherwise in-
tact Renaissance palace, for instance, would hardly be con-
served according to the solutions applied to a medieval castle
ruin, but rather, because of the overall aesthetic effect, would be
restored to accord with the adjoining bays.

A restoration can also go beyond the harmonizing or filling-
in of gaps, to undo disfigurements from previous restorations.
We must always be conscious of the danger that a new restora-
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tion can also interpret certain aesthetic and historical values in a
biased manner or can even falsify, thus perhaps “disfiguring”
the monument just as did an earlier restoration, the mistakes of
which occasion the new interventions. A restoration can also
once again reveal a monument that has been completely hidden,
such as a classical temple beneath later construction or a medie-
val fresco under layers of later interior decorations.

With the re-exposure of a particular layer — such as a painting
that is not visible but might in fact be extremely well conserved
underneath several layers of lime — a critical question must al-
ways be addressed: What is the goal of the restoration of a mon-
ument that, as so often is the case, is composed of very different
historical layers? As traces of its age and evidence of its history,
all of these layers are valid parts of the monument. If we imagine
that overtop the (to be exposed?) medieval painting there is a Ba-
roque painting as well as one from the 19th century, that the (to
be exposed?) original polychromy on a Romanesque crucifix
has no less than eight subsequent polychrome schemes above it,
that the (to be exposed?) Roman temple is integrated into a Byz-
antine church complex, then the problems inherent in all resto-
ration work become clear. These issues become particularly dif-
ficult if, as is frequently the case, a restoration is based on an
uncompromising orientation toward a genuine or supposed
“original state” to which later historic layers are to be sacrificed
without hesitation. In fact, after consideration of the results of
detailed preliminary investigations, we can only proceed with
the greatest caution in accordance with article 11 of the Venice
Charter, which clearly dismisses the restoration practices of the
19th century that aimed at a “unity of style”: The valid contribu-
tions of all periods to the building of a monument must be re-
spected, since unity of style is not the aim of a restoration. When
a building includes the superimposed work of different periods,
the revealing of the underlying state can only be justified in ex-
ceptional circumstances and when what is removed is of little in-
terest and the material which is brought to light is of great his-
torical, archaeological or aesthetic value, and its state of
preservation good enough to justify the action.

Extreme care is thus required; the goal of a restoration cannot
be coordinated with a particular “historic state” if other “histor-
ic states” will thus be destroyed. On principle, the existing fab-
ric, which has evolved over time, should be respected initially as
the historic state. Only after thorough analysis will the removal
of insignificant work to the advantage of materials of “great his-
torical, archaeological or aesthetic value™ appear to be warrant-
ed. Moreover, as important as an earlier state may be in compar-
ison to later changes, it must also be so well preserved that its
state of preservation (is) good enough to justify the action. The
few particles of pigment that perhaps remain from the Roman-
esque polychromy on a wood sculpture no more justify the re-
moval of a fully preserved Baroque paint scheme than the re-
mains of a medieval ashlar stone wall justify demolition of an
entire building that has evolved over the following centuries.

In a restoration project, preservation practice must also con-
sider in particular the function of a monument and its relation to
its surroundings, so that the components of a large monument
complex — for example a monastery church with its decorative
features — will not be “restored asunder”. In a museum there
might be good reason to re-expose the 15th century polychrome
scheme on a late Gothic figure of the Virgin, removing later ad-

ditions to ultimately conserve its fragmentary state; but the same
figure located on a Baroque altar as a devotional image must of
course retain its Baroque polychromy. An altar from the 17th
century in a space that was uniformly redecorated in the mid-
18th century would not be re-exposed to its initial paint scheme
but rather to the second or third version, the one which harmon-
izes with the overall space. Even a restoration measure that
seems extremely simple and self-evident, such as removal and
renewal of a yellowing layer of varnish in order to recover the
aesthetic effect of an old painting or of marbling, must be ques-
tioned if by giving up the “age-value” of the varnish layer the re-
lationship to other components of the work or to the remaining
features of the monument is altered in the sense of “restoring
asunder”.

Given the diverse layers of a monument and the varying goals
and prerequisites for a restoration project, excesses occasional-
ly arise from a so-called “analytical restoration”, which at-
tempts to simultaneously preserve and exhibit all the historic
states of a monument, at least in part. The Baroque facade of a
palace on which painted architectural decoration from the Ren-
aissance, deep medieval wall openings, remains of a re-exposed
late Gothic painting, and remnants of Roman ashlar have all
been made visible on a single bay becomes a mere preserved
“specimen”; the same is true of a sculpture on which individual
parts have been restored to different historic periods. As impor-
tant and necessary as methodically sound preliminary investiga-
tions and documentation of previous historic states are in order
to understand the essential character of a monument and to
guide the interventions a restoration plan has to be oriented to
the — evolved — historic and aesthetic whole of the monument.
The safeguarding of evidence is necessary but the search for
these traces cannot become an end in itself, determining the
goal of a restoration.

Moreover, earlier historic situations can also be reconstructed
on paper for scholarly publication. Regarding late Gothic frag-
ments in a Baroque church interior, for example, there would be
good reason to advise that they not be restored but rather cov-
ered up again, following conservation if necessary, in order not
to endanger the aesthetic and historic whole of the monument. A
*window to the past”, based on what emerges in the course of a
restoration, is only possible if it can be disposed in an inconspic-
uous place so that there is no negative impact of the kind dis-
cussed above. In general there must be a warning against the ex-
aggerations of “analytical preservation”, which represents a
special kind of “restoring asunder”.

This applies of course not only to individual restoration pro-
jects and to monuments with extensive decorative components
but equally to restoration work within a historic district. The
reexposure of (originally visible) half-timbering can represent
successful restoration work when considered alone, but in the
context of a square with only Baroque buildings or Baroque
transformations of houses that are medieval in core, this inter-
vention must be rejected as a disfigurement and disturbance
of the square as a historic ensemble. Likewise we must reject
the idea of restoring a streetscape that was transformed in
the 19th century back to its medieval “original state™; monu-
ments are not infrequently destroyed through such massive in-
terventions based on an unprofessional understanding of resto-
ration.
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Whereas “analytical restoration”, a sort of “specimen prepar-
ation” of historic states which is with good reason hardly prac-
ticed anymore today, adversely effects the coherent overall
appearance of a monument and leads to loss of fabric in specif-
ic areas, the idea of “restoring back” to a single historic state,
a concept that is always turning up anew, implies removal of
entire layers of a monument. A constant conflict with the su-
preme dictate of preservation, the conserving and preserving
of historic fabric, is pre-programmed, as is conflict with the
restoration principle, already cited above in article 11 of the
Venice Charter, of accepting the existing state and only re-estab-
lishing a particular earlier state in well-justified, exceptional
cases.

Finally, attention should still be given to the general con-
nection between every restoration project and the principles
described for the conservation and repair of monuments (cf.
p. 17/18). Conservation concerns must take priority, also in the
difficult questions regarding the objective of a restoration pro-
ject. Furthermore, in general a restoration is only appropriate if
the necessary measures for stabilization and conservation are
executed beforehand or at the same time,

The principles regarding general repair — limitation to the nec-
essary and reversibility (see p. 26/27) — are also valid for resto-
rations. However, since the removal of even an insignificant his-
toric layer, permitted after thorough consideration, represents an
irreversible intervention, in such cases a special measure of re-
sponsibility for the welfare of the monument is required. In arti-
cle 11 the Venice Charter therefore demands the participation of
several specialists to weigh all the possibilities: Evaluation of
the importance of the elements involved and the decision as to
what may be destroyed cannot rest solely on the individual in
charge of the work.

A restoration that makes an effort to close and fill gaps that
impair a monument’s overall appearance can also be linked to
the principle of repair using historic materials and techniques
(see p. 18). This applies particularly to the preservation of his-
toric buildings, whereas with individual works of art restorative
completions must sometimes be executed in a different tech-
nique which can guarantee its own damage-free removal, based
on the principle of reversibility. Of course, as with conservation
work, not only the traditional but also the most modern restora-
tion techniques (which cannot be covered individually here)
must be employed where traditional techniques prove inade-
quate, as the Venice Charter says in article 10.

Renovation

To renovate (renovare) means to renew, and together with con-
servation and restoration it is a third widespread method in pres-
ervation, although it is not mentioned specifically in the Venice
Charter. Renovation aims particularly at achieving aesthetic uni-
ty in a monument in the sense of “making new again” (the outer
appearance, the visible surface of a monument, etc.) whereas
“making visible again” by means of conservation work, cleaning
or re-exposure in combination with completions still belongs in
the realm of restoration.

The same conflicts concerning goals arise with the renovation
of a monument which has multiple historical layers as have al-

12

ready been discussed in the context of restoration. Here, too, ar-
ticle 11 of the Venice Charter applies: renovation measures must
accept in principle the evolved state of a monument with all its
superimposed historic layers; no layer may be sacrificed to the
aesthetic unity that is the goal of the renovation unless there is
justification based on detailed investigations that carefully
weigh the gains and losses.

Considering the priority of conservation — as the supreme
principle that applies to all efforts in the field of preservation —
and the principle of limitation to the necessary that is universal-
ly valid for the repair of monuments (see p. 17), it could perhaps
be argued that conservation is always necessary, restoration is
justifiable under certain conditions, but renovation, meaning as
it does to renew and therefore to destroy, is not compatible with
preservation’s basic demands. Thus in place of Dehio’s phrase
“conserve, do not restore” do we rather have “conserve, restore
where necessary, do not renovate™?

In practice historic fabric is in fact being destroyed even
now to a shocking degree in the name of “renovation™ and also
in the course of many “restorations”. The great danger with
all renovation work lies in the fact that it is preceded by at
least a thorough *“cleaning” of the surface of the monument:
complete removal and renewal of plaster; scraping off of earlier
polychrome layers on an old altar in order to be able to renovate
it “according to findings” or freely “according to the taste” of
the authorities; stripping the layers off a figure and thereby de-
stroying an essential part of the artistic and historical statement
of a work of art; even total reworking of a weathered wooden
or stone sculpture through “re-carving” until the object is falsi-
fied and devalued beyond recognition, Similarly, the sanding
of a gravestone or a stone portal down to an undamaged,
“healthy™ layer is equivalent to the replacement of the original
surface with a modern surface. These are all irreversible losses
that remind us that the general principle of reversibility must
be valid for renovation measures as well. In this context refer-
ence can also be made to the danger of renovation using inappro-
priate materials; dispersion paints, for example, have caused
devastating damages on plaster or stucco facades or on stone
surfaces.

In order to avoid such damages, the basic demand for historic
materials worked in appropriate techniques must be met in ren-
ovation work in particular. Here is the opportunity to practice,
learn and pass-down traditional technologies and the handling of
traditional materials. Renovation is seen in contrast here to the
complicated field of conservation and restoration which, as al-
ready described, cannot dispense with modern restoration tech-
niques and newly developed resources. Furthermore in the case
of renovation work repeated in ever-shorter intervals even well-
meant and technically correct measures represent a significant
danger to a monument’s fabric if only because of the preparato-
ry cleaning that affects the original fabric.

In spite of the indisputable dangers suggested here, a renova-
tion project which pays heed to the principles of conservation
can indeed be considered a preservation measure. Even if we
constantly remind ourselves that the new layer resulting from a
renovation cannot be a fully valid stand-in for the old fabric be-
neath it, with its special “age-value”, in preservation practice
there are indeed certain areas in which renovation is the only
way possible to preserve the historic and artistic appearance of a






